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Resolution No.: 15-465
Introduced: Januarv 13,2004
Adopted: Januarv 13, 2004

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION
OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT

IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

By: County Council

SUBJECT: APPLICATION NO. G-810 FOR AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING ORDINANCE
MAP, Patricia A. Harmis, Attornev for Applicants Washington Metropolitan Area Transit

Authoritv (WMATA) and Twinbrook Commons, LLC. OPINION AND RESOLUTION
ON APPLICATION

Tax Account Nos. 00080034, 02774040, 02774038 and 02774051

OPINION
Application No. G-810, filed on June 12, 2003, by Applicants Twinbrook Commons, LLC and the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), requests reclassification from the R90/1-4
Zones to the TS-R Zone of 16.18 acres of land,“ known as the Twinbrook Metro Property, Blocks A, &, 9
and 24, Parcels A & B, Par: of Parcel A, Part of Lots 3-8, Lot 13 and a portion of Lot 14, Spring Lake
Park Subdivision. It is located adjacent to Twinbrook Metro Station, approximately 300 feet southeast of
Halpine Road, and it is bounded by Twinbrook Parkway to the east, the CSX and Metrorail tracks to the

west, Wicomico Avenue and Park Lawn Drive to the south and Ardennes Avenue to the north.

The property is part of a 26 acre tract owned by WMATA, which is a co-applicant here with
Twinbrook Commons, L.L.C. The portion of this tract not covered by this zoning application is located

within the City of Rockville.

The development proposal for the Montgomery County portion of the project calls for 1,114 rental

units and 140,000 square feet of ground level retail, in addition to five garages to accommodate both

The onginai application seeks rezoning of 16.32 acres, but this Sgure was corrected to 16.18 acres at the hearing and in the
revised Idennfication Plat. Since that amount is less than specified in the application, Applicants do not fail afoul of Zoning
Code §59-H-2.24, which prehibits modifications or amendments to the appiication which increase the area o be reciaS\if:ed.
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Metro’s needs and the new residents. The Rockville portion of the project has not yet been submitted to
the City of Rockville; however, Applicants’ “current concept” for that part of the project “consists of 1.3
FAR of ofﬁce use (approximately 610,000 square feet), ground floor retail (approximately 20,000 square

eet) and 174 dwelling units in two buildings with heights of four to six stories.”

The application for rezoning in Montgomery County was reviewed by the Technical Staff of the
Marvland-National Capital Park and Plarning Commission (M-NCPPC) which, in a report dated
September 19, 2003, recommended approval. The Montgomery County Planning Board considered the
application on September 25, 2003 and, by a vote of 4 to 0, also recommended approval, praising the
project as an outgrowth of the Twinbrook Metro Station Area Design Charrette. A public hearing was
heid on Qctober 7, 2003, and the reccrd, which was reopened to receive additional submissions,
ultimately closed on December 22, 2003.

The subject property is irregularly shaped and consists of the 16.18 acres designated on the
Development Plan as the ‘Net Lot Area.””? This area to be rezoned includes 695,401 square feet of land
owned by WMATA, 6,336 square feet of land proposed to be acquired from Montgomery County and
3,235 square feet of night-of-way proposed to be abandoned. The County’s Chief Administrative
Officer, Bruce Romer, authorized the inclusion of the specified County land and right-of-way in the re-
zoning application by letter dated December 1, 2003,

The subject property was classified under the R-60, R-90 and I-1 Zones in the 1954 Regional
District zoning. In 1958, there was a Countvwide comprehensive zoning, and the R-60, R-90 and I-1
Zones were confirmed. On October 10, 1978, Sectional Map Amendment G-123 rezoned the area to O-M
and I-1 Zones. Finally, on November 9, 1993, Sectional Map Amendment G-706 rezoned the subject

property to the current R-90 and I-4 Zones. Applicants note (and the Technical Staff confirms) that under

“ The gross wact area of 16.51 acres (719,327 square feet) inciudes areas :mmediately adjacent to the site that were previousiy

dedicated to the County for public rights-of-way. Those parts of the gross tract area are not inciuded in this zon lication.
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SMA G-706, the entire sﬁbject property should have been zoned R-90, but due to an apparent mapping
error, 2 small portion (18,750 sq.ft.) was shown within the 1-4 Zone.

The surrounding area encompasses all of the Twinbrook Sector Plan region described in the North
Bethesda — Garrett Park Master Plan, and it is within walking distance of the Twinbrook Metro Station.
The current land use and zoning pattern reflects a mix of uses located within three distinctly different

eas. To the north is a residential area comprised of single-family homes and three-story townhouses
which are in the city of Rockville. To the east and south of the subject property is a mix of office,
laboratory and light industrial buildings which are in various zones -- I-1, I-4, C-O, and O-M. Buildings
there generally range in height from one to eight stones. The dominant building in this area is the HHS
headguarters located on Fisher’s Lane. To the west of the subject property, across the CSX rail line, is the
City of Rockville. The land uses include a hotel, office buildings, retail shops and automobile repair
facilities. Buildings there also range in height from one to eight stones.

The Development Plan in the present case includes a Land Use Plan, labeled “Development
Plan,” that shows the location of site access points and public use spaces, as wel. as the locations and
heights of proposed buildings, structures and parking garages. It also includes commitments made by
the Applicants in textual form. The Development Plan is binding on the Applicants except where
particular elements are identified as illustrative or conceptual. Illustrative elements may be changed
during site plan review by the Planning Board, but the binding elements (i.e., those used in evaluating
compatibility and compliance with the zone) cannot be changed without a separate application to the
District Council for a development plan amendment.

Binding Elements

The binding elements here include the maximum number of residential units (1,114), the“
minimum percentage of residential units to be devoted 0 Moderately Priced Dwelling Units (12.5% of
the 990 market-rate units, i.e., .24 MPDU’s), the maximum amount of floor area to be devoted to
residential units (1,326,721 sq.ft., though current pians cail for 1,226,721 sq.ft.), the maximum amount of

*;7/(%\
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floor area to be devoted to retail (140,000 sq. ft.), the maximum building height (14 stories), the minimum
number of parking spaces (2,624), the maximum density (1.90 FAR), the maximum number of non-
MPDU residential units per acre (60/acre), the maximum total number of residential units per acre
(67.5/acre), the minimum public use space (10%), the minimum active and passive recreational space
(25%), a commitment to “enter into a site plan enforcement agreement providing for perpetual
maintenance of open space areas and other areas used for recreational, common or quasi-public
purposes,” and & commitment “to comply with all requirements of the Alternate Review Procedure for
Metro Station Policy Areas.”

The District Council finds that the Development Plan submitted with this application satisfies all

the requirements for a development plan under Code §59-D-1.61(a)-(e). Each of the required findings is

addressed below.

§59-D-1.61(a): consistency with master plan and other County policies.

The applicable Master Plan is the North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan, approved and adopted
in 1992, The Master Plan recommends “[m]ixed uses with a significant residential component . . .at
Twinbrook [Metro Station].” The Plan also recommends rezoning property from commercial to
resicential. The Twinbrook Sector Plan, found on pages 41 through 51 of the Master Plan, is more

specific. The Sector Plan’s objectives are to:

* Introduce a transit serviceable residential component into the Sector Plan area,

and ensure its compatibility with the adjacent Twinbrook single-family
residential community.

* Retain a significant portion of the Sector Plan area for light industrial incubator
business development.

+ Improve the urban environment of the Twinbrook area.

For the specific area Applicants seek 0 develop, the Sector Plan recommends:

Support/ing] development under the Transit Station-Residential (TS-R) Zone
for the WMATA property at Twinbrook Metro station.
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Applicants’ Development Plan is in substantial compliance with the density and use requirements
of the Twinbrook Sector Plan. The only ostensible discrepancy concerns the proposed total number of
dwelling units per acre. The Sector Plan calls for a density of 60 dwelling units per acre, whereas the
Development Plan calls for a total (i.e., market priced plus MPDU’s) of 67.5 dwelling units per acre.
However, given that the proposed density of market priced units is 60 per acre, the Development Plan is

consistent with the applicable standards contained in Zoning Code Section 59-C-8.42(¢c), which provides:

The density of development must not exceed the FAR or the dwelling units per
acre allowed by the zone, except that the maximum density permitted may be
increased to accommodate the construction of moderately priced dwelling units
in accordance with chapter 25A.

In sum, the Development Plan is “on all fours” with the Master Plan and the Sector Plan. The
Master Plan recommends “{mjixed uses with a significant residential component . . . at Twinbrook [Metro
Station}.” The Sector Plan’s objectives to introduce a transit serviceable residential component, to ensure
its compatibility with the adjacent Twinbrook single-family residential community and to improve the
urban environment of the Twinbrook area are being met. More specifically, as to the area Applicants seek
to develop, the Sector Plan expressly supports development under the Transit Station-Residential (TS-R)
Zone for the WMATA propernty at Twinbrook Metro station. In addition, the Master Plan’s Urban Design
Plan calls for Develop[ing] Fisher’s Lane and Parklawn Drive berween the HHS building and the
Twinbrook Metro station to serve as major pedestrian routes [and]

Provid[ing] an urban open space and a convenience retail focus near the

Twinbrook Metro station for the existing neighborhood to the north and the
future ransit-oriented residential units to the east.

This is precisely what Applicants have planned.
The General Plan “stresses the desirability of mixed uses” and “encourages housing plans that
foster wansit serviceability and proximity of affordable housing to wansit.” General Plan Refinement,

Approved and Adopted 1993, p. 53. Thus, the Applicants’ Development Plan fits exactly.
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The County’s Annual Growth Policv (AGP) and the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO)
provide for a review of the availability of adequate public facilities for any proposed development. The

public facilities included are police, fire, health, water and sewer, schools and transportation.

Under the AGP, police, fire and health are assumed adequate unless the appropriate agency
identifies a problem, which none has. Because the water and sewer services at the subject property ace in
category 1, they are also considered adequate under the AGP. Adequate water, sewer, electricity, gas and
phone lines are available either on the subject site or in adjacent streets. With regard to schools, the AGP

considers school capacity adequate in the Richard Montgomery Cluster. The only other significant

consideration with respect to public facilities involves transportation.

With regard to transportation, Applicants’ property is in a Metro Station policy area, and they are
therefore entitled under the AGP to use the “Alternative Review Procedure for Metro Station Poiicy
Area.” The Altemative Review Procedure eliminates the requirement for determining whether Applicants
meet the Policy Area Transpcrtation Review (PATR) and the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR)
standards, 1f the Applicants devise a plan to mitigate wips expected from the development by 30%,
participate in the area’s transportation management organization (ITMO) and make payments towards
transportation umprovements. Under the 2004 AGP, these payments include an applicable development

impact tax (without claiming any credits for wansporntation improvements) and annual contributions or

taxes to fund the TMO’s operating expenses.

Under Code §59-H-2.6, an applicant who is subject to the Alternative Review Procedure may
satisfy its burden of proof by showing that it will meet the trip reduction requirements that the AGP
prescribes and by including in the applicant’s certified development plan a binding element that commits
the applicant to comply with all the relevant requirements of the Alternative Review Procedure.

Applicants’ Deveiopment Plan includes the required binding element under General Note 12.
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To satisfy the requirements of the alternative review procedure, Applicants put together a detailed
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. The TDM program consists of education and
information, parking management, on-site construction and commuter assistance programs, all of which
Applicants are committed tc employing. The trip reduction effects of the Transportation Demand
Management Program are predicted to result in a projected 59% reduction in a.m. peak hour trips and a
projected 54.2% reduction in p.m. peak hour trips -- well above the 50% trip mitigation required by the
Annual Growth Policy.

The District Council conciudes that the proposed development plan would be in substantial
compliance with the use and density indicated in the Master Plan and would not conflict with any other
applicable county plan or policy.

&59-D-1.61(b): purposes, standards and regulations of the 7one; safety. convenience and

amenity of residents; and compatibility with adjacent development.

The requirements for the TS-R Zone are found in Code §59-C-8. The TS-R Zone is a “floating
zone,” intended to be used in transit station development areas and in areas adjacent to central business
districts, within 1,500 feet of a Metro transit station. Section 59-C-8.21(b) also specifies that TS-R Zones
are intended for locations where multiple-family residential development already exists or where such

development 1s recommended by an approved and adopted Master Plan. That is the case here.

The purposes of the TS-R Zone are set forth in Code §59-C-8.22:

(a) To promote the effective use of the transit station development
areas and access thereto;

(b) To provide residential uses and certain compatible non-residential
uses within walking distance of the transit stations;

©) To provide a range of densities that will afford plannirg choices to
match the diverse characteristics of the several transit station development
areas within the county; and

(d) To provide the maximum amount of Teedom possible in the
design of buildings and their grouping and layout within the areas classified in
this zone; t0 stumulate the coordinated, harmonious and systematic
development of the area within the zone, the area surrounding the zone and the —
regional district as a whole; to prevent detrimental effects to the use or / \

H R
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development of adjacent properties or the surrounding neighborhood; to
provide housing for persons of all economic levels; and to promote the health,
safety, morals and welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the regional
-district and the county as & whole.
The evidence amplv demonstrates that the proposed development satisfies the purposes of the TS-
R Zone. It will put 1,114 residential units and 140,000 square feet of ground floor retail within easy
walking distance of a Metro station and will encourage the use of Metro by a variety of means, including,
inter alia, pleasant pedestrian access, bicycle storage and economic incentives. Thus, the Development
Plan directly addresses purposes (a) and (b). It also provides the range of densities suggested in purpose
(¢), including 14 story high-rises, an eight story apartment building and a number of four-to-six story

apartment buildings.

The proposed project would certainly be characterized as the kind of “coordinated, harmonious
and systematic” development called for in purpose (d). In designing their proposal, Applicants
incorporated many ideas from the Twinbrook Metro Station Area Design Charrette which was conducted
in September of 2000 to “develop a vision for the Twinbrook Metro Station Area.” Applicants have also
taken steps to reduce possibie “detrimental effects” to the surrounding neighborhood by keeping a tree
lined open space buffer on the northwest border of the project closest to neighboring residences, by
reducing the size of the buildings planned in that block, by rotating a parking facility 90 degrees, by

moving bus routes away from nearby residences and by proposing to cut off through-traffic to the site at

the intersection of Lewis Avenue and Halpine Road in Rockville.

Moreover, by committing to 12.5% moderately priced dwelling units, Appiicants have insured that
they will provide housing for persons of different economic levels. Finally, the proposed development
will promote the “health, safety, morals and welfare of the present and future inhabitants of the regional
district and the county” (i.e., the public interest) by providing precisely the kind of mixed use residential

development near a Metro Station that the Council determined was in the public interest when it created
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the TS-R Zone and approved the applicable Master and Sector Plans. By providing a much higher density
of residential facilities within easv walking distance of a Metro Station, residents will be encouraged to

use public transportation, which is clearly in the public interest.
In sum, the proposed development is consistent with the intent and purposes of the TS-R Zone.

Zoning Code §59-C-8.25 requires that a proposed development in the TS-R Zone conform to “the
facilities and amenities” of the Master and Sector Plans, include any required easements, provide for safe
and efficient circulation and adequate open and recreation space, and insure compatibility with the
surrounding area, as well as the ability of the area to accommodate the intended use. The proposed

development meets all these tests.

Conformance with the Master and Sector Plans has been demonstrated. No easements or
dedications are required by the Master Plan, and Applicants do not foresee granting any. Applicants have
submitted a Circulation Plan, and the proposed circulation would be safe and efficient. The required open
and recreational space is spelied out in Code §59-C-8.43, and Applicants’ proposal of 10% open space
and 25% recreational space meets those requirements precisely. The Sector Plan calls for the type of
mixed use development being proposed, with “transit-oriented residential units to the east” of the Metro
station. Applicants have taken additional steps to help insure compatibility, such as tapering building
heights down as they get closer to nearby residences, eliminating cut-through traffic on Lewis Avenue,
rerouting the buses and maintaining a tree lined open space on the northwest side to provide a buffer for

the neighbors.

Pt

The final issue raised by §39-C-8.25 is whether the area can accommodate the proposed use.
Express County policy is to establish residential units in the immediate area of Metro stations in an effort
to encourage the use of mass transportation. From a zoning perspective, the area can accommodate the
intended use, and the concems of some neighbors about excess traffic in the immediate neighborhood

should be dealt with by the Planning Board at “uture proceedings, such as site plan review. K—\

T
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Section 59-C-8.4 prescribes development standards, which are set forth below, juxtaposed against

what Applicants will be providing:

$59-C-8.4. Development standards.

| Required/ | Provided
| Permitted |
59-C-8.41 Minimum Area | |
| !
Minimum area required for any deveiopment (in square feet) ‘ 18,000 s f. ; 704,572 s.£.
59-C-8.42 Density of Development ; '
! i
Density of development shall not exceed any of the following: l l
(a) Floor area ratio 2.5 1.9
(b) Dweiling units per acre 150 60 for market rate
units
67.5 total, including
MPDU’s
59-C-8.43 Open Space
(a) Minimum percentage of net area devoted t0 public use space | 10 10
(b) Minimum percentage of net area devoted to active and | 25 25
passive recreational space
Totwal minimum open space requirement (percent) 3s | 35
|

As 1s evident from the chart, Applicants have met all the development standards.

[t is clear that the proposed development was planned with safety, convenience and amenities in
mind. The convenience of living within easy walking distance of a Metro station is obvious, and having
ground level retail establishments in the neighborhood is also a great convenience The “‘augmented
streetscape,” the presence of ground level retail and the pleasant open spaces will make this development

a very pedestrian-friendly place, which will encourage people to be outdoors, meeting their neighbors and

looking around. This fact alone increases safety

The area surrounding the subject site consists of three distinct neighborhoods, the “Rockville Pike

corridor” to the west, residences to the north and offices 10 the east and south. Applicants see the subject
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project as “an opportunity to link the three distinct neighborhoods together,” with a mixed use
development that will enhance the community around it and provide new amenities and residential

opportunities for local employees.

Two local citizens associations, the Twinbrook Citizens Association and the Cambndge Walk II
Homeowners Association, are generally supportive of the project. Concerns about the proposed density

and height of buildings raised by two community residents at the hearing on this matter may be addressed

by the Planning Board at Site Plan Review.

Based on the preponderance of the evidence, the District Council concludes that the development
proposed on the subject property would be compatible with and would not adversely affect the character
of adjacent development.

The proposed development would be consistent with the purposes and applicable standards of
the TS-R Zone and would maximize the safety, amenities and convenience of the residents.

8§59-D-1.61(c): safe, adequate and efficient internal vehicular and pedestrian

circulation systems.

The District Council concludes that the proposed internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation
systems and points of external access are safe, adequate, and efficient.

859-D-1.61(d): preservation of natural features

In order to avoid the flooding that occurred during the construction of the Mewo site, Applicants
wiil construct a sediment control basin on site, where runoff from the disturbed area will go. There will
be redundant measures in order to make sure that flooding does not occur. As required by the
Montgomery County Department of Permitting Services, Applicants will submit a sediment control plan
prior to construction, and that plan will show the temporary measures that will be employed to make sure

that adjacent properties aren't damaged by erosion or flooding during the construction process.

a)
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The entire site is classified as a “landscaped/developed area,” and there are no significant or
specimen trees on the site. Applicants are in the process of conducting a flood plain analysis for the site
and a utility master plan. A final sediment control plan will be prepared to ensure that erosion is
controlled. Trees along the north property line will be preserved, and there will be significant landscaping
included as par: of the overall construction. There are no forests or wetlands on the site. Approximateiv
2.5 acres of ree canopy will be provided. The Applicants will corﬁply with any Forest Conservation or

water resource protection requirements that are determined to apply at site plan review.

The District Council concludes that Applicants have demonstrated the environmental controls

required by the Code.

£59-D-1.61(e): common area maintenance.,

The property is owned by WMATA. TUpon development, Co-Applicant, Twinbrook Commons,

L.L.C. will sign a long-term ground lease for the subject property.

Applicants have certified on their Development Plan, Exhibit 65, that “at the time of site plan
review, the Applicants . . . will enter into a site plan development agreement providing for perpetual
maintenance of open space areas and other areas used for recreational, common or gquasi-public

purposes.”

The District Council finds that Applicants have sufficiently demonstrated both ownership of the

property and their commitment to perpetual maintenance of all recreational and other common or quast-

public areas.

The Public Interest
The District Council also must consider the relationship of the present application to the public
interest. The subject application would be in substantial compliance with the applicable master plan,

and is recommended for approval by the Planning Board and its Technical Staff, Moreover, the

D
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preponderance of the evidence indicates that the proposed development would be adequately served by
and would not adversely affect public facilities in the area.

For these reasons and because to approve the instant zoning application would aid in the
accomplishment of a coordinated, comprehensive, adjusted, and systematic development of the
Maryland-Washington Regional District, the application will be approved in the marnner set forth below.

ACTION

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council for that
portion of the Maryland-Washington Regiona! District located in Montgomery County, Maryland
approves the following resolution:

Zoning Application No. G-810, fiied on June 12, 2003, by Applicants Twinbrook Commons,
LLC and the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), for the reclassification from
the R90/1-4 Zones to the TS-R Zone of 16.18 acres of land, known as the Twinbrook Metro Property,
Blocks A, 8, 9 and 24, Parcels A & B, Part of Parcel A, Part of Lots 3-8, Lot 13 and a portion of Lot 14,

Spring Lake Park Subdivision, is hereby approved in the amoun: requested, and the Development Plan

submitted in conjunction therewith is also approved. subject to the specifications of the Land Use Plan

labeled “Development Plan.” Ex. 65. which forms its central component: nrovided. however. that within

10 days of receipt of the District Council’s approval resolution. the Applicants must submit a

reproducible original and three copies of the approved Development Plan. Ex. 65. for certification bv the

nearing examiner under the provisions of §39-D-1.64.

This 1s a correct copy of Council action.

M%. Edgar, CMC
Cl of the Council
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Action: Approved Staff Recommendan
THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL Moti e Perdue. seconded mu
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8787 Georgia Avenue
Siiver Spnng, Maryland 20610-3760

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

OPINION

Preliminary Plan 1-04054
NAME OrF PLA.\. TWINBRGCGOK COMMONS

On 01/28/04, TWINBROOK COMMONS, LLC submitted an application for the approval of a
reliminary plan of subdivision of property in the TS-R zone. The appiication proposed to create

.ot on 16.61348 acres of land. The application was designated Preliminary Plan 1-04054. On
5/06/04, Preliminary Plan 1-04054 was brought before the Montgomery County Planning Board
for a public hearing. At the public heanng, the Monigomerv Countv Planning Board heard
testimony and received evidence submitted in the record on the aDmAcauon. Based upon the

estimony and ev:dence presented by staff and on the information on the Preliminary Subdivision
P-ah Application Form, attached hereto and made a part herecf, the Montgomery County Plannin
Beard Zinds Preliminary Plan 1—0-405-4 1o be in accordance with the purposes ancd requirements ¢
the Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 50, Montgomery County Code, as amended) and approve
Preliminary Plan ;-0405

H O >“’U

UQ

r-y
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Approval, Subject 10 the Following Conditions:

) Approval under this preliminary plan s limited to 1,114 dweiling units (690 high rise and 424
garcen apts.) and «O OOO gross sguare feet of retail

2) Compitance with the conditions of approvai of the Transporiation Planning memorandum
dated Apnl 28, 2004

3) Compliance w:th the conditions of approval for the preliminarv forest conservation plan. The
applicant must satisfy ali conditions prior to *‘”orcmg of plat(s) or MCDPS issuance of
sediment and erosion coniro; permits. Final forest conservation pian will be required at Site

an

li roac rights-o

appllcant, to the

preilminary plan

li road nght-of ways snown on the approved preliminary plan shall be constructed, by the

appucant, to the full width mandated dv the Master Plan, a and <0 the design standards imposed

bv all applicable road codes. Only those rcads (or ooricns °reo) expressly designated on

the preliminary pian, “To Be Constructed Bv 7 are exciudec from this condition

'J>E

I
N

I-
full

way shown on the approved prelim:narv plan shali be dedicated, bv the
width mandated by the Master Plan unless otherwise designated on the

nh
S’

&) Compliance w:th the conditions of approval of the MCDPS stormwater management approval
dated Aprnl 26, 2004
~N

) Compiiance with the conditions of approval of tne MCDPWT lenter dated, April 19,
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1-04034

0.0]

) Final apnrowax of the number and locauoen of buildings, dwelling units, on-siie parking, site
circulation, sidewalks, and bikepaths will be determined at site plzm

9) A landscape and lighting plan must be submitted as part of the site pian application for review

and anorovai by technical staff

10) Final number of MPDU's as per condition = 7 above to be determined at the time of site plan

11) This prel rinary plan will remain vaiid for a 12-vear extended validity period beginning from
the approval cate (the date of mailing of the Planning Board opinion). The phasing schedule
wi.l be as follows

months Tom the approval date — 20,000 square feet of retail
residential units

expires 73 months Tom the approval date — 30,000 square feet of retail
eslce*mal units

I: 1res 109 Montns from the approval date — 40,000 square feet of reta:l

I

(o]
a®)
&)
¥
(I}
3O >_1 O oo

¢}
g}
lon
n
3
g
-

eet of retall

¢
ey

nase TV: expires 145 months rom the approval date — 50,000 square
nd 364 residential units
:2) Other necessary easements
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PARK & PLANNING

THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

M-NCPPC

MEMORANDUM

Date: December 1, 2004 :

To: Robert Kronenberg, Development Review Division

Via: John Carter, Chief, Community-Based Planning Division\%b

From: Kristin O’'Connor, Planner. Community-Based Planning, 307-495-2172
Subject: Twinbroock Commons, 8-05011

Zone: TS-R

Master Plan: 1992 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan

Staff recommends approval of Phase 1 of the site plan application for the Twinbroox
Commons project. The plan is in compliance with the proposed zoning, use, and dens:ty
confirmed in the 1992 North Bethesda/Garrett Park Master Plan. The project is located
in the Twinbrook Metro Station Sector Plan area. The Sector Plan area is defined as the
area east of the MARC/CSX raiiroad tracks, north of Montrose Parkway ROW, south of
the City of Rockville, and west of Parklawn Cemetery. The Metro station project involves
a transit-oriented. mixed-use development on 16.51 acres (gross tract area) of WMATA-
owned land in the TS-R zone. The remaining portion of the station, approximately 10
acres, is located within the City of Rockville.

Phase 1

The project will be developed in several phases. The first phase consists of 7.85 acres
in the TS-R Zone and encompasses the eastern portion of the site. Phase 1 proposes
to develop 440 residential units, including 55 onsite MPDUs. The project includes plans
for new pedestrian and vehicular patterns to connect the existing and proposed
neighbcrhoods. A linear park, along the northern property line. provides a wooded
buffer for the existing townhouses. In addition to the linear park, a multi-use/purpose
tield for public recreation in the northeast corner of the site (near Ardennes and Street
A, just benind the church) will be developed in Phase 1. Once all phases are complete,
the amenities will include: a Health Club, indoor community space. picnic areas in
several plazas and courtyards. and a supervised playroom.

Master Plan Compliance
The Plan describes the land surrounding the Twinbrook Metro station as an

“underutilized yet potentially important asset in the Rockville Pike Carridor.” (p. 41) The
Master Plan envisioned the development of the metro station into a mixed-use transit

A



community. The intent of this area is to “support development under the Transit Station-
Residentiai (TS-R) for the WMATA property at Twinbrook Metro station™. (P. 41)

The "application is in compliance with the Plan’s recommendation of an FAR of 1.9
(including structured parking) and a mix of uses. The project also depicts a maximum of
60 units per acre on this property, complying with the 1992 Master Plan. In addition, the
project proposes the Plan’s recommendation of a step down in height and significant
buffering and setbacks (including a linear park) in order to ensure compatibility with the
existing Twinbrook residential neighborhood (p. 48-50).

The stated objective of the Plan for this area is:

1. Introduce a transit serviceable, residential component into the Sector Plan area,
and ensure its compatibility with the adjacent single-family residential community.

Staff finds that the proposed appiication is in keeping with the intent of the Sector Plan.
The proposal will “add streets to create a more interconnected local street network and
reduce the size of blocks in the Twinbrook Metro Station area. “ (p. 109) In addition, the
proposal improves the pedestrian experience, particularly within walking distance of
Metro, and creates a greenway system linking residential, commercial, and empioyment
centers with open space, parks, and community faclilities.

Staff recommends the following conditions for Phase | development:

1 Address compatibility in Phase Il regarding the garage and buildings along
the northern property line, adjacent to the existing townhouses. Staff is
concerned about height, visibility and lighting. Landscape the entire linear
park adjacent to the existing townhouses during Phase 1 to provide for a
more mature tree buffer.

2 Preserve as many existing mature trees along the northern property line,
especially the mature trees lining the existing Metro entrance, to buffer the
existing townhouses from the garage and future residential buildings.

3 Provide a 12" minimum sidewalk (including tree pit area) on both sides of
Street A.

4 Plant street trees and provide the continued brick sidewalk pattern along

the small portion of Ardennes Avenue that intersects with Street A. The

Ardennes Avenue edge should be defined with similar streetscape details.

Ensure the trees and streetscape along Twinbrook Parkway are

maintained and protected during Phase | construction.

Provide a future on-street bikeway connection on “Street B” to Halpine

Road and Lewis Avenue to connect to the City of Rockville’s bikeway

system, providing better access to and from Metro.

7 Support a future chiid day care center on the Metro property within the
City of Rockville as recommended in the Master Plan (p. 50).

(0)]
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES

Douglas M. Duncan Robert C. Hubbard
County Executive Direcror
April 26, 2004
Mr. Barry Smith
Vika, Inc.

20251 Century Boulevard, Suite 400
Gemantown, MD 20874
Re: Stormwater Management CONCEPT Requést
for Twinbrook Commons
Preliminary Plan # 1-04054
SM File #: 211123 .
Tract Size/Zone: 16.17 |
Total Concept Area: 16.17
Lots/Biock: 8
Parcel(s): A
Watershed: Lower Rock Creek
Dear Mr. Smith:

Based on a review by the Department of Pemitting Services Review Staff, the stormwater
management concept for the above mentioned site is acceptable. The stormwater management concept
consists of on-sfte channel protection measures via underground storage and on-site water quality controi
via Stormfitters. Onsite recharge is not required since this is redevelopment.

The following eonditlon(s) will need to be addressed during the detailed sediment
control/stormwater management plan stags:

1. Prior to permanent vegetative stabilization, ail disturbed areas must be topsoiled per the latest
Montgomery County Standards and Specifications for Topsoiling.

2. A detailed review of the stormwater management computations will occur at the time of detailed
plan raview.

3. An engineered sediment control plan must be submitted for this development.

4. You must provide for 100 year control of the drainage area to Ardennes Avenue (POA MC on
drainage area map). All inlets and storm drain going to CPv structures must be designed 1o take
100 year Q.

5. Green roofs may be added for water quality. Adjustments may be made to WQv and CPv at time
of design.

6. Provide extenal flow splitters where possible.

This list may not be all-inclusive and may change based on available information at the time.

Paymaeant of a stormwater management contribution in accordance with Section 2 of the
Stormwater Management Regulation 4-30 is not required.

Y)Mf,,

==
*W@ RECEIVED APR 2572
. & /"/

255 Rockville Pike, 2nd Floor * Rockville, Maryland 208504166 * 240/777-6300, 240/777-625&TTY —



This letter must appear on tha sediment control/stormwater management plan at its initial
submittal. Any divergence from the information provided to this office; or additional information received
during the deveiopment process; or a change in an applicable Executive Regulation may constitute
grounds to rescind or amend any approval actions taken, and to reevaluate the site for additional or
amended stormwater management requirements. [f there are subsequent additions or modifications to
the development, a separate concept request shall be required.

If you have any questions regarding these actions, please feel free to contact David Kuykendall at
240-777-8332.

d R. Brush, Manager
Water Resources Section
Division of Land Development Services

RRB:enm CN211123 Twinbrook Commons.DWK

(ol ol¢ R. Weaver
S. Federline
SM File # CN211123

QN -Onstte; Acres: 16.17
QL - Onsite; Acres: 16.17
Recharge is not provided
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‘Statement on Development

The Cambridge Waik community (Cambridge Walk [ and II) 1s immediately adjacent to
the Twinbrock Metro propertv. As the quality of life in our communrity will be directly
arfected by the development of the Metro property. our residents want to ensure that the
development 1s inteiligently planned and that it enhances neighborhood amenit:es.

We believe that this can best be accomplished by the following:

The residential qualitv of the neighborhood should be respected. The scale of the
buildings should not overwhelm the adjacent community. Buildings closest to our
community should be of simitlar scale to the existing town homes. There should be
sufficient space between the new buildings and our community. Screening and/or
barriers shoulc be emploved to minimize the impact of the Metro development on the
resicential character of Cambridge Walk.

In order to sausfy the principles of “smart growth,” the mix of offices, retall. housing and
amenities. must all be carefully considered. The Metro development needs to be a
positive and vibrant addizton to the Twinbrook area. An attractive town center with small
shops that are within walking distance of the Metro station, can add to the convenience,
appeal and value or our neighborhood.

Lighting, green space and streetscape issues must be carefully devejoped to ensure an
attracuive southern gateway 10 the Rockville area. All of these considerations must factor
into the aiready crowded condition of the roadways. Plans for the development must
concentrate on minimizing traffic and maximizing walking and mass transit. As street
parking 1s alreadv limited in the area. there needs to be adequate parking space planned
for the entire development anc Melro station.

The Twinbrook neighborhood has a diverse character. while retaining a small town feel.
At the same ume. traffic congesuion is growing. The diversity and charm of the
neighborhood should be preserved by ensuning that there is a mix of housing types, from
luxury 10 moderate income. This area needs a pedestrian-friendly destination for
shopping and gathering. A development with a distinctive look would be a destination
for many people in the community.

The development of the Twinbrook Metro property is a rare opportunity to revitalize the
southern boundarv of Rockville. Proper planning can ensure that it becomes a

community asset that enhances the quality of life for Montgomery County.

Submitted bv Cambridge Walk I Homeowners Association, Spring 2003



Cetter sert 10 JBG n Winter 20C3)
Dear Mr. Kraus:

E~closed piease find a statement on Twinbrcok Metro Deve:cprent. This s Our neigndormoce s
aricuiation of concerns about ine geveiopmert of tne TWINdroox Me ro property anc represents a
consensus of botn Camopricge Waik | and il communites.

We fee! that giving you Such a statement shouic prove neipfu, as :tident fies the concerns an

vV ewpoints of Tne propeny owners ne:grooring tne Metro ceve:opment area. We deseve nal

'"efe shou.a De ne condlice petween our siatement and tne goais of JBG, WMATA, anc ine
n:gomery County Governmen:. Towarc inis enc, we wil share our statement with officials

from ali tnree groups. as wel as witn representatves of the Twinoroox Citizen s Association anc

tne Hapine Crurcn agjacent 1o our community.

We are aware of ‘ne many cnaillenges ‘nnerent in creating such a large deve:opment
Morigemery Courty, as s sropesec. We want o oe a ne:pfur anc pus ive influerce .ngeting a
ceveiopment trat s coth successful ‘or your company as we'! as oeneficiai 1o tne guaily of iife of
our neigrpernooc. We wouic De nappy 10 meetwin representatives of JBG atany uime ¢
ciscuss proposed cevelopment. Please do not hesitate 0 centact me in this regarc.

Yours sincerely,

vcsepr C. McCiane. Presicent

amproge Wax || momeowners Associaten. Inc.
6 Hanine Waix Count
ccxvi e, MU 2085

-
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October 18. 2004

Development Review Division

Marvland National Capital Park and Planning Commussion
8787 Georgia Avenue

Silver Spning, Maryland 20910-3760

Comments concerning Twinbrook Commons Phase I from the Cambridge Walk
Communities.

The resicdents of the Cambridge Walk communities live directly adjacent to Phase I of
Twinbrook Commons. This project will directly affect the quality of our neighborhood
and our lives. Because of these effects, we have previously submitted statements to vou
concerning the proposed development.

Although this project will affect our community in many ways. our principal concern
remains the transition between our low densitv suburban developments and the much
higher density of this urban transit viliage. Such a transition must be handled sensitively
and in a way that at least maintains and preferably improves the quality of life in our
neighbornood.

Specifically, while the landscaped linear park on the border with our community is a
pesitive development. we have always maintained that a seven-foot-high wrought iron
like fence that matches the character of our community, be installed by JBG along that
border before the start of construction. This fence would act as a barrier between the
proposed large, dense urban ciuster of apartment buildings. office buildings and parking
garages and our small quiet community.

We also continue to request that all future buildings :mmediately adjacent to our
community do not exceed four stories in height. Although the compieted project will
keep us from seeing the sunnse. it should not be allowed to plunge our houses and yarcs
into darkness. We are particularly concerned about the proposed seven story parking
carage as this height should not be a model for the future planned garage adjacent to our
community. Finaily, we request that the temporary holding pond for storm water
drainage be designed so that it has no long standing water.




We have deliberatelv kept our comments brief and focused on the priornties that are
particularly important for the quality of life in our community.

Please contac: us if vou would like further clanification or comment.

Sincereiv.

Tracy Pakulneiewicz-Chidiac Joseph C. McClane
President President
Cambridge Walk [ HOA Cambridge Walk I

Cc: Phil Andrews
Rod Lawrence



(letter 1o JBG from CWII HOA after JBG presentation of Twinbrook Commons pian)

Dear Rod and John:

Your presentat:on to the Cambridge Walk communities and the Halpine Church on April
23rd generated much discussion about the proposed Twinbrook Commons dey elopmen:.
Based on the feedback from our members, there is a community consensus on the
foflowing points:

We pleased with the general direction of the proposed development. The changes in
the plan since our previous meeung with you have all been positive and they d»monst‘ate
that JBG has been listening to our concerns as outiined in our onginal statement. JBG’s
concern for a “quality” development and the basic design criteria and maternials
mentioned 1n vour presentation were all well received.

Specifically. saving the trees and berm and incorporating them into a “linear park”™ would
do much to transition from urban density to our suburban back vards. This, combined
with under storv plantings and an attractive wrought-iron-like fence. wouid ameiiorate
the deadening effect of a solid wall of buildings close to our homes.  Reducing the
number of floors and increasing the setback of the buildings bordering our common
prooenv line are also a welcome improvement. We would not support any future
increase 1n the size or the proximity of these buildings to our propeny.

Likewise, the repositioning of the garage so that a smalier garage wall faces our homes
(1n terms of neignt and width) is also a welcomed change. We strongly encourage vou to
plan for a soird wall on the side of the garage that “aces our community. A solid wall
with an attractive facade (brick or stone with wall ngs) would do much to eliminate
the noise. light and air pollution that a parking >tmcture vouid contribute to our
community. This would certainly be in line with the Mavor's recent statement about the
probiems of muiti-storied parking struciures near homes.

Having condominiums as part of the residential mix has the support of our neighborhood.
Twinbrook s mostly a community of homeowners. Condominiums wouid foster the
stebility and pride of ownership and of place that cre hallmarks of the Twinbrook
nerghoorhood.

Envisioning Twinbrook Commons as a transit village could be better accomplished if
Twinbrook had a MARC station. With bicvcle. zip cars. and other forms of mass transit
alreadv planned, adding MARC service makes sense. For reasons of safetv, convenience
and practicality, we think that transit buses should not have to loop around the village
center square. The WMATA garages snould be accessed from a street lined with
storefronts. This would encourage foot trarfic and street life 1n front of neignborhood
retail and eliminate the need for commuters 10 use allevs and passageways that could be
havens for :llicit acuvity.



This community strongly supports vour intention to center traffic access towards
Twinbrook Parkway and away from our neighborhood. The massing of buildings
towards Rockville Pike/Twinbrook Parkway and away from our neighborhood also has
much neighborhood support.

Our landscape committee looks forward to meeting with the representatives of the
Halpine Church and with your landscaper to offer suggestions on the development’s
landscaping and amenities. We all look forward to working with you and the local
authorities to ensure that Twinbrook Commons is a great asset (0 our community.

Sincerely,

Joe McClane
President, CWII HOA



Development Review Division
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Re: Plan Number 1-04054
Twinbrook Commons

Dear Sirs:

Our residential community borders the proposed Twinbrook Commons development. As
the neighbors immediately adjacent to the project, we will be the most directly affected
by the development. While we have gone on record as generally supportive of the
project, we do have some very real concerns. Enclosed please find the two statements we
have made to the JBG Developers concerning the project.

Our principal concern is with the area of the project directly adjacent to our low rise
suburban neighborhood. JBG has stated that this area will be a “linear park™ thickly
planted with vegetation for screening. We have also asked for a black wrought iron
looking fence, similar in style to our community’s fencing, that would act as a barrier
between our private property and the many people and pets in Twinbrook Commons.
The barrier park and fencing are not indicated on the most current plan.

We think the scale of the proposed buildings immediately adjacent to our homes 1s too
massive. The buildings (E3, E1, E4) and parking garage (E1) should be four stories high
or less so that they do not tower over our homes. The taller buildings should be closer to
Twinbrook Parkway, away from the small scale homes and smaller streets of our
community. We have also asked JBG for a building design that matches the character of
our neighborhood (brick facing) especially on the parking garage. We would like a solid
wall on the side of the garage facing our community with a trellis and plantings to soften
the impact of such a large building and help in noise reduction.

We hope that the county pays particular attention to the amenities of the development and
that parks, planting, lighting and shops be community ennching. We would be happy to
discuss any of these issues with you at any time.

Sincerely,

Joe McClane
President,
Cambridge Walk I Homeowners Association.

Tracy Pakulniewicz-Chidiac
President.
Cambridge Walk I Homeowners Association Attachments:



